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1 This action is in response to the communication filed on 9/17/2007. 

2 DETAILED ACTION 

3 Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

4 A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 



5 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 

6 eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 . 1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e) 

7 has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 

8 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 9/17/2007 has been entered. 
9 



1 0 Response to Arguments 

1 1 Applicant's arguments filed 9/17/2007 have been fully considered but they are moot in 

12 view of the new grounds of rejection presented below. 

13 Regarding the applicants' request for an interview) the applicants' representative is 

14 welcome to contact the examiner, at 571-272-3790 to set up an interview to discuss the merits of 

15 this application, if an interview is desired. 

16 All rejections and objections not specifically set forth below have been withdrawn. 

17 Claims 18-19 and 53-57 have been cancelled. 

18 Claims 1-17, and 20-52 have been examined. 
19 

20 Claim Objections 
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1 Claim 46 is objected to because of the following informalities: The third to last line 

2 recites "a more through" which should read "a more thorough". Appropriate correction is 

3 required. 

4 Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5 The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

6 obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

7 A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 

8 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 

9 subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in 

1 0 the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 

1 1 was made. 
12 

13 Claims 1-8, 29-36, 38-39, and 41-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

14 unpatentable over Cooper et al (US Patent Application Publication 2001/0051996) hereinafter 

15 referred to as Cooper, and further in view of Peled et al (Patent Application Publication 
.16 2002/0129140) hereinafter referred to as Peled. 

17 Regarding claim 1, Cooper disclosed a system comprising: a source database storing a 



18 plurality of highly compressed content pieces (See Cooper Fig. 2 Element 234 and Paragraph 

19 0124); and a content player (See Cooper Fig. 2 Element 115 and Paragraph 0124), coupled to the 

20 source database (See Cooper Fig. 2), including, an interface to receive a subset of the plurality of 



21 highly compressed content pieces from the source database (See Cooper Fig. 2 and Paragraph 

22 0124 wherein the examiner has interpreted the player checking the copyright registry as 

23 receiving the various digital certificates because the player is checking if the particular digital 

24 certificate of the content file is in the content registry), a storage device to store the subset, a 

25 comparator to compare the subset to content and determine whether the content matches any of 



Application/Control Number: 09/843,102 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2131 

1 the plurality of highly compressed content pieces in the subset (See Cooper Paragraph 0124), a 

2 resolver to take particular action in response to the comparator indicating the content matches 

3 one of the plurality of highly compressed content pieces in the subset, the programmed action 

4 comprising notifying a publisher of the media content of the existence of pirated content (See 

5 Cooper Paragraph 0124), and an output controller to render the content if the comparator 

6 indicates that the content does not match any of the highly compressed content pieces in the 

7 subset (See Cooper Paragraph 0124), however, Cooper did not specifically disclose the particular 

8 action comprising contacting a remote device to perform a more thorough analysis of whether 

9 the content matches any of the plurality of highly compressed content pieces; that the highly 

10 compressed pieces of content are versions of portions of content that are created in a manner so 

1 1 that the highly compressed form cannot be decompressed into an intelligible form yet can be 

12 compared to uncompressed content for equality. Rather the comparisons of Cooper are between 

13 digital certificates of the content, in order to determine whether two copies of the same content 

14 are being used simultaneously, thereby detecting pirated content. 

15 Peled teaches a system and method for detecting and preventing use of illegally copied 

16 content, wherein a content player has a database that stores a subset of signatures of known 

17 illegal copies of content, in a storage device wherein the number of pieces included in the subset 

18 can vary based on the available memory in the storage device and the storage required for each 

19 piece, and upon playing of the content, the system generates a signature for the played content, 

20 compares the signature to the database of signatures, and upon determining a match between two 

21 signatures, contacts a device to perform a more thorough analysis of whether the content matches 

22 any of the plurality of highly compressed content pieces, identifies the content as illegal and 
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1 takes appropriate action (See Peled Paragraphs 0169 and 0183-01 86). Further, Peled disclosed 

2 that the signatures were hashes of the content (See Peled Paragraphs 0172-0173). 

3 It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of 

4 invention to employ the teachings of Peled in the content control system of Cooper by, in 

5 addition to the copyright registry detection of Cooper, maintaining a database of signatures of 

6 known illegally copied content at the content player, producing a signature of content to be 

7 played, and comparing the produced signature with signatures within the database in order do 

8 detect illegally copied content, and notifying the publisher of illegally copied content (pirated 

9 content) upon detecting a match in the signature database. This would have been obvious 

10 because the ordinary person skilled in the art would have been motivated to detect and prevent 

1 1 usage of known illegally copied content. Furthermore, it was well known in the art at the time of 

12 invention that devices could either be local or remote, and as such it would have been obvious to 

13 the ordinary person skilled in the art that the probability estimator and maximum a-posteriori 

14 estimator could be remote from the player. 

15 Regarding claim 29, Cooper disclosed a method implemented in a device, the method 

16 comprising: comparing a portion of media content located in the device to a subset of one or 

17 more highly compressed pieces of content (See Cooper Paragraph 0124); determining whether 

18 the portion of media content matches any of the set of highly compressed pieces (See Cooper 

19 Paragraph 0124); taking a programmed action if the portion of media content matches any of the 

20 subset of highly compressed pieces, the programmed action comprising notifying a publisher of 

21 the media content of the existence of pirated content (See Cooper Paragraph 0124), and playing 

22 back the content if the determining indicates the portion of media content does not match any of 
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1 the subset of highly compressed pieces (See Cooper Paragraph 0124), but Cooper failed to 

2 disclose that the highly compressed pieces of content are versions of portions of content that are 

3 created in a manner so that the highly compressed form cannot be decompressed into an 

4 intelligible form yet can be compared to uncompressed content for equality. Rather the 

5 comparisons of Cooper are between digital certificates of the content, in order to determine 

6 whether two copies of the same content are being used simultaneously, thereby detecting pirated 

7 content. 

8 Peled teaches a system and method for detecting and preventing use of illegally copied 

9 content, wherein a database of signatures of known illegal copies of content is stored with a 

10 content player, and upon playing of the content, the system generates a signature for the played 

1 1 content, compares the signature to the database of signatures, and upon determining a match 

12 between two signatures identifies the content as illegal and takes appropriate action (See Peled 

13 Paragraphs 0169 and 0183-0186). Further, Peled disclosed that the signatures were hashes of the 

14 content (See Peled Paragraphs 0172-0173). 

15 It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of 

16 invention to employ the teachings of Peled in the content control system of Cooper by, in 

17 addition to the copyright registry detection of Cooper, maintaining a database of signatures of 

18 known illegally copied content at the content player, producing a signature of content to be 

19 played, and comparing the produced signature with signatures within the database in order do 

20 detect illegally copied content, and notifying the publisher of illegally copied content (pirated 

21 content) upon detecting a match in the signature database. This would have been obvious 
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1 because the ordinary person skilled in the art would have been motivated to detect and prevent 

2 usage of known illegally copied content. 

3 Regarding claim 41, Cooper disclosed a device comprising: means for storing a subset of 

4 highly compressed content pieces (See Cooper Paragraph 0124 Copyright registry); means for 

5 determining, at the device, whether the portion of media content located in the device matches 

6 any of the subset of highly compressed content pieces (See Cooper Paragraph 0124); means for 

7 - taking a particular action if the portion of media content matches any of the subset of highly 

8 compressed content pieces, the particular action comprising notifying a publisher of the media 

9 content of the existence of pirated content (See Cooper Paragraph 0124), and means for playing 

10 back the content if the determining indicates the portion of media content does not match any of 

1 1 the subset of highly compressed pieces (See Cooper Paragraph 0124), but Cooper failed to 

12 disclose that the highly compressed pieces of content are versions of portions of content that are 

13 created in a manner so that the highly compressed form cannot be decompressed into an 

14 intelligible form yet can be compared to uncompressed content for equality. Rather the 

1 5 comparisons of Cooper are between digital certificates of the content, in order to determine 

16 whether two copies of the same content are being used simultaneously, thereby detecting pirated 

17 content. 

1 8 Peled teaches a system and method for detecting and preventing use of illegally copied 

19 content, wherein a database of signatures of known illegal copies of content is stored with a 

20 content player, and upon playing of the content, the system generates a signature for the played 

21 content, compares the signature to the database of signatures, and upon determining a match 

22 between two signatures identifies the content as illegal and takes appropriate action (See Peled 
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1 Paragraphs 0169 and 0183-0186). Further, Peled disclosed that the signatures were hashes of the 

2 content (See Peled Paragraphs 0172-0173). 

3 It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of 

4 invention to employ the teachings of Peled in the content control system of Cooper by, in 

5 addition to the copyright registry detection of Cooper, maintaining a database of signatures of 

6 known illegally copied content at the content player, producing a signature of content to be 

7 played, and comparing the produced signature with signatures within the database in order do 

8 detect illegally copied content, and notifying the publisher of illegally copied content (pirated 

9 content) upon detecting a match in the signature database. This would have been obvious 

10 because the ordinary person skilled in the art would have been motivated to detect and prevent 

1 1 usage of known illegally copied content. 

12 Regarding claim 46, Cooper disclosed one or more computer-readable media having 

13 stored thereon a plurality of instructions that, when executed by one or more processors of a 

14 computer, causes the one or more processors to perform acts including: checking whether a 

15 portion of media content matches a piece of highly compressed content, wherein the piece of 

16 highly compressed content cannot be played back to a user in an intelligible form (See Cooper 

17 Paragraph 0124); allowing the portion of media content to be played back if the portion of media 

18 content does not match the piece of highly compressed content (See Cooper Paragraph 0124); 

19 and taking a particular action if the portion of media content does match the piece of highly 

20 compressed content (See Cooper Paragraph 0124), but Cooper failed to disclose that the highly 

21 compressed pieces of content are versions of portions of content that are created in a manner so 

22 that the highly compressed form cannot be decompressed into an intelligible form yet can be 
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1 compared to uncompressed content for equality. Rather the comparisons of Cooper are between 

2 digital certificates of the content, in order to determine whether two copies of the same content 

3 are being used simultaneously, thereby detecting pirated content. 

4 Peled teaches a system and method for detecting and preventing use of illegally copied 

5 content, wherein a database of signatures of known illegal copies of content is stored with a 

6 content player, and upon playing of the content, the system generates a signature for the played 

7 content, compares the signature to the database of signatures, and upon determining a match 

8 between two signatures identifies the content as illegal and takes appropriate action (See Peled 

9 Paragraphs 0169 and 0183-0186). Further, Peled disclosed that the signatures were hashes of the 

10 content (See Peled Paragraphs 0172-0173). Further, Peled disclosed comparing the generated 

1 1 signature a fist signature in the database and upon a match retrieving another signature from the 

12 database for further (more thorough) analysis (See Peled Paragraph 0173). 

13 It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of 

14 invention to employ the teachings of Peled in the content control system of Cooper by, in 

15 addition to the copyright registry detection of Cooper, maintaining a database of signatures of 

16 known illegally copied content at the content player, producing a signature of content to be 

17 played, and comparing the produced signature with signatures within the database in order do 

18 detect illegally copied content, and notifying the publisher of illegally copied content (pirated 

19 content) upon detecting a match in the signature database. This would have been obvious 

20 because the ordinary person skilled in the art would have been motivated to detect and prevent 

21 usage of known illegally copied content. 
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1 Regarding claim 2, Cooper and Peled disclosed that the comparator is to compare the 

2 subset to content being played by the content player (See Cooper Paragraph 0124). 

3 Regarding claim 3, Cooper and Peled disclosed that the content player is coupled to the 

4 source database via the Internet (See Cooper Paragraph 0124). 

5 Regarding claim 4, Cooper and Peled disclosed that the plurality of highly compressed 

6 content pieces comprises a plurality of highly compressed audio pieces (See Cooper Paragraphs 

7 0036 and 0099, in which the "file" is a digital file and is therefore a compressed version of the 

8 analog content). 

9 Regarding 5, Cooper and Peled disclosed that the plurality of highly compressed content 

10 pieces comprises a plurality of highly compressed video pieces (See Cooper Paragraphs 0036 

1 1 and 0099, in which the "file" is a digital file and is therefore a compressed version of the analog 

12 content). 

13 Regarding claim 6, Cooper and Peled disclosed that the plurality of highly compressed 

14 content pieces comprises a plurality of highly compressed audio/video pieces (See Cooper 

15 Paragraphs 0036 and 0099, in which the "file" is a digital file and is therefore a compressed 

16 version of the analog content). 

17 Regarding claims 7, and 48-49, Cooper and Peled disclosed receiving the piece of highly 

18 compressed content from a highly compressed content source (See Peled Fig. 3 Element 310), 

19 and subsequently receiving a new piece of highly compressed content from the highly 

20 compressed content source, and replacing the piece with the new piece (See Peled Paragraph 

21 0074). 
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1 Regarding claims 8, 36, 44, and 50 Cooper and Peled disclosed a content source coupled 

2 to the content player, and wherein the content player further comprises a compressor to receive 

3 content from the content source, and generate a highly compressed content piece based on the 

4 received content (See Peled Paragraphs 0183-0186), but failed to specifically teach adding the 

5 generated highly compressed content piece to the subset in the storage device. However, it 

6 would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of invention, based 

7 upon logical reasoning, that when duplicate copies of content are detected within the copyright 

8 registry, as taught by Cooper, this content is now known illegally copied content, and thus would 

9 be logical to add its signature to the database of known illegally copied content. 

10 Regarding claims 30-31, Cooper and Peled disclosed that the portion of media content 

1 1 comprises a song, or video clip (See Cooper Paragraph 0036). 

12 Regarding claim 32, Cooper and Peled disclosed performing the comparing while the 

13 portion of media content is being played (See Cooper Paragraph 0124 and Peled Paragraph 

14 0184). 

15 Regarding claim 33, Cooper and Peled disclosed performing the comparing while the 

16 portion of media content is being downloaded from a content source (See Cooper Paragraph 

17 0219 wherein the content could be streamed to the device, and Peled Paragraphs 0183-0187). 

18 Regarding claims 34-35, and 42-43, Cooper and Peled disclosed that the interface is 

19 further to subsequently communicate with the source database, retrieve a new subset of the 

20 plurality of highly compressed content pieces from the source database, and replace the subset in 

21 the storage device with the new subset (See Peled Paragraph 0223). 
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1 Regarding claims 38, and 51, Cooper and Peled disclosed that the comparator is to 

2 determine whether the content matches any of the plurality of highly compressed content pieces 

3 in the subset by comparing a first set of feature values associated with each of the plurality of 

4 highly compressed content pieces with a second set of feature values associated with the content, 

5 and checking whether at least a threshold number of the first set of feature values is within 

6 threshold distance of the second set of feature values (See Peled Paragraphs 001 1 and 0185- 

7 0191). 

8 Regarding claim 39, and 52, Cooper and Peled disclosed that the first set of feature 

9 values and the second set of feature values each comprises a set of audio energy features (See 

10 Cooper Paragraph 0124 wherein because the data being compared is digital data, and because 

1 1 any digital data can be output to a speaker and will produce noise, the digital data meets the 

12 limitation of "audio energy"). 

13 Regarding claim 45 Cooper and Peled disclosed that the storage device is further to store 

14 the content (See Cooper Paragraph 0124). 

15 Regarding claim 47, Cooper and Peled disclosed that the portion of media content 

16 comprises a song, or video clip (See Cooper Paragraph 0036). 
17 

18 Claims 9-17, 20-28, 37, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

19 over Cooper and Peled, as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Barber et al. (US 

20 Patent Number 5,390,297) hereinafter referred to as Barber. 

21 Regarding claim 9, Cooper and Peled taught a system comprising: a source database 

22 storing a plurality of highly compressed content pieces, wherein highly compressed content 
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1 pieces are versions of portions of content that are created in a manner so that the highly 

2 compressed form cannot be decompressed into an intelligible form yet can be compared to 

3 uncompressed content for equality; and a content player, coupled to the source database, the 

4 content player including, an interface to receive a subset of the plurality of highly compressed 

5 content pieces from the source database, a storage device to store the subset, wherein the number 

6 of pieces included in the subset can vary based on the available memory in the storage device 

7 and the storage required for each piece, a comparator to compare the subset to content and 

8 determine whether the content matches may of the plurality of highly compressed content pieces 

9 in the subset, and a resolver to take particular action in response to the comparator indicating the 

10 content matches one of the plurality of highly compressed content pieces in the subset, and 

1 1 wherein the particular action comprised contacting a remote device to perform a more thorough 

12 analysis of whether the content matches any of the, plurality of highly compressed content pieces 

13 (See the rejection of claim 1 above), but failed to disclose the storage device is further to store a 

14 plurality of licenses identifying content that a user of the content player is authorized to 

15 playback, and wherein the particular action comprises the resolver checking whether one of the 

1 6 plurality of licenses corresponds to the content. 

17 Barber teaches that in order to allow multiple users access to content simultaneously, that 

18 multiple licenses should be provided for the content, and when content is to be used, a license 

19 should be "checked out" (See Barber Col. 2 Lines 10-19 and Fig. 3 and associated text). 

20 It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of 

21 invention to employ the teachings of Barber in the content protection system of Cooper and 

22 Peled by verifying that the computer had a license for the content when it was detected that the 
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1 



content was a copied piece of content. This would have been obvious because the ordinary 



2 person skilled in the art would have been motivated to allow any node access to the content at 

3 any time, without violating licensing agreements. 



5 one or 'more highly compressed content pieces wherein highly compressed content pieces are 

6 versions of portions of content that are created in a manner so that the highly compressed form 

7 cannot be decompressed into an intelligible form yet can be compared to uncompressed content 

8 for equality, and wherein the one or more highly compressed content pieces constitute a subset of 

9 the total number of highly compressed content pieces, and the number of pieces included in the 

10 subset can vary based on the available memory and the amount of memory required for each 

1 1 piece; a comparator, coupled to the memory, to compare the one or more highly compressed 

12 content pieces to content at the device and to determine whether the content matches at least one 

13 of the one or more highly compressed content pieces; and a resolver, coupled to the comparator, 

14 to take a particular action in response to the comparator indicating the content matches one of the 

15 plurality of highly compressed content pieces in the subset, wherein the particular action 

16 comprises contacting a remote device to perform a more thorough analysis of whether the 

17 content matches any of the plurality of highly compressed content pieces (See the rejection of 

18 claim 1 above), but failed to disclose that the action included checking to see whether the device 

19 had a valid license for the content. 

20 Barber teaches that in order to allow multiple users access to content simultaneously, that 

21 multiple licenses should be provided for the content, and when content is to be used, a license 

22 should be "checked out" (See Barber Col. 2 Lines 10-19 and Fig. 3 and associated text). 



4 



Regarding claim 16, Cooper and Peled taught a device comprising: a memory to store 
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1 It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of 

2 invention to employ the teachings of Barber in the content protection system of Cooper and 

3 Peled by verifying that the computer had a license for the content when it was detected that the 

4 content was a copied piece of content. This would have been obvious because the ordinary 

5 person skilled in the art would have been motivated to allow any node access to the content at 

6 any time, without violating licensing agreements. 

7 Regarding claim 37, Cooper and Peled taught a method implemented in a content player, 

8 the method comprising: comparing a portion of media content to a subset of one or more highly 

9 compressed pieces of content, wherein highly compressed pieces of content are versions of 

10 portions of content that are created in a manner so that the highly compressed form cannot be 

1 1 decompressed into an intelligible form yet can be compared to uncompressed content for 

12 equality, and wherein the number of pieces included in the subset can vary based on the available 

13 memory in the storage device and the storage required for each piece; determining whether the 

14 portion of media content matches any of the subset of highly compressed pieces; and taking a 

15 programmed action if the portion of media content matches any of the subset of highly 

16 compressed pieces, wherein the programmed action comprises contacting a remote device to 

17 perform a more thorough analysis of whether the content matches any of the plurality of highly 

18 compressed content pieces (See the rejection of claim 1 above, but failed to disclose that the 

19 particular action comprised checking whether one of a plurality of licenses maintained at a 

20 content player performing the comparing corresponds to the portion of media content. 
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Barber teaches that in order to allow multiple users access to content simultaneously, that 
multiple licenses should be provided for the content, and when content is to be used, a license 
should be "checked out" (See Barber Col. 2 Lines 10-19 and Fig. 3 and associated text). 

It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to employ the teachings of Barber in the content protection system of Cooper and 
Peled by verifying that the computer had a license for the content when it was detected that the 
content was a copied piece of content. This would have been obvious because the ordinary 
person skilled in the art would have been motivated to allow any node access to the content at 
any time, without violating licensing agreements. 

Regarding claim 40, Cooper and Peled taught one or more computer-readable memories 
containing a computer program that is executable by a processor of a device to perform a method 
comprising: comparing, at the device, a portion of media content to a subset of one or more 
highly compressed pieces of content, wherein highly, compressed pieces of content are versions 
of portions of content that are created in a manner so that the highly compressed, form cannot be 
decompressed into an intelligible form yet can be compared to uncompressed content for 
equality, and wherein the number of pieces included in the subset can vary_ based on the 
available memory in the storage device and the storage required for each piece; determining 
whether the portion of media content matches any of the subset of highly compressed pieces; 
contacting a remote device to perform a more thorough analysis of whether the content matches 
any of the plurality of highly compressed content pieces; and rendering the media content if the 
determining indicates the portion of media content does not match any of the subset of highly 
compressed pieces, (See the rejection of claim 1 above), but failed to disclose checking, if the 
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1 portion of media content matches any of the subset of highly compressed pieces, whether a valid 

2 license for the media content is present at the device. 

3 Barber teaches that in order to allow multiple users access to content simultaneously, that 

4 multiple licenses should be provided for the content, and when content is to be used, a license 

5 should be "checked out" (See Barber Col 2 Lines 10-19 and Fig. 3 and associated text). 

6 It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of 

7 invention to employ the teachings of Barber in the content protection system of Cooper and 

8 Peled by verifying that the computer had a license for the content when it was detected the 

9 content was copied content. This would have been obvious because the ordinary person skilled 

1 0 in the art would have been motivated to allow any node access to the content at any time, without 

1 1 violating licensing agreements. 

12 Regarding claims 10 and 28, Cooper, Peled and Barber disclosed wherein each of the 

13 plurality of highly compressed content pieces in the subset further indicates whether one of the 

14 plurality of licenses is required for playback of the content (See the rejection of claim 9 above 

1 5 wherein in the combination, a match with the database indicates potential illegal copying and 

16 therefore a license check is obviously needed). 

17 Regarding claim 11, Cooper, Peled and Barber disclosed that the storage device is further 

18 to store the content (See Cooper Paragraph 0124). 

19 Regarding claim 12, Cooper, Peled and Barber disclosed a content source, coupled to the 

20 content player, from which the content is received (See Cooper Paragraph 0110). 



Application/Control Number: 09/843,102 Page U 

Art Unit: 2131 

1 Regarding claim 13, Cooper, Peled and Barber disclosed that the content player receives 

2 the content from the content source in its entirety before playback of the content begins (See 

3 Cooper Paragraph 0110). 

4 Regarding claim 14, Cooper, Peled and Barber disclosed that the comparator is to 

5 determine whether the content matches any of the plurality of highly compressed content pieces 

6 in the subset by comparing a first set of feature values associated with each of the plurality of 

7 highly compressed content pieces with a second set of feature values associated with the content, 

8 and checking whether at least a threshold number of the first set of feature values is within 

9 threshold distance of the second set of feature values (See Peled Paragraphs 001 1 and 0185- 

10 0191). 

1 1 Regarding claims 15, Cooper, Peled and Barber disclosed that the first set of feature 

12 values and the second set of feature values each comprises a set of audio energy features (See 

13 Cooper Paragraph 0124 wherein because the data being compared is digital data, and because 

14 any digital data can be output to a speaker and will produce noise, the digital data meets the 

15 limitation of "audio energy"). 

16 Regarding claim 17, see the rejection of claim 2 above. 

17 Regarding claim 20, see the rejection of claim 1 1 above. 

18 Regarding claims 21-23, Cooper, Peled and Barber disclosed a playback controller, 

19 coupled to the memory, to receive the content from a CD (See Cooper Paragraph 0036). 

20 Regarding claim 24, see the rejection of claim 8 above. 

21 Regarding claims 25-26, see the rejection of claims 14-15 above. 



Application/Control Number: 09/843 , 1 02 Page 1 9 

Art Unit: 2131 



1 Regarding claim 27, Cooper, Peled and Barber disclosed a portable music player (See 

2 Cooper 0049). 

3 Conclusion 

4 Claims 1-17, and 20-52 have been rejected. 

5 Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

6 examiner should be directed to Matthew T. Henning whose telephone number is (571) 272-3790. 

7 The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4. 

8 If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

9 supervisor, Ayaz Sheikh can be reached on (571) 272-3795. The fax phone number for the 

10 organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

1 1 Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 



12 Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 

13 may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

14 applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

15 system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 

16 system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 

17 like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 

18 information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

19 
20 

21 /Matthew Henning/ 

22 Assistant Examiner 

23 Art Unit 2131 

24 11/16/2007 



1 AYAZ SHEIKH 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 



